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Abstract

Background and Objectives

Breast cancer is the most commonly diagnosed cancer among women in Taiwan,
with an earlier peak age of onset compared with Western countries, posing a substantial
burden on public health and healthcare resources. Since 2004, the Health Promotion
Administration has implemented a nationwide mammography screening program,
gradually expanding the eligible age groups in response to epidemiological trends and
healthcare capacity. Beginning in 2025, the screening age range was formally extended
to women aged 40~74 years. However, the long-term economic benefits and resource
allocation efficiency of this expanded policy require evaluation based on local empirical
evidence. This study aimed to compare the cost-effectiveness of different breast cancer
screening initiation and cessation age strategies and to assess the economic feasibility of
expanding the screening age range within the Taiwanese context to inform policy

optimization.

Methods

A societal perspective was adopted, and a decision tree combined with a Markov
model was constructed to simulate the natural history of breast cancer and long-term
health outcomes following screening interventions. Four strategies were compared: no
screening; biennial mammography for women aged 50~69 years; biennial mammography
for women aged 45~69 years; and biennial mammography for women aged 40~74 years.
Model parameters were primarily derived from the Taiwan Cancer Registry, the National
Health Insurance Research Database, and large-scale population-based screening data.
Both direct medical costs and indirect time costs were included. Health outcomes were
measured in quality-adjusted life years (QALYSs), and both costs and outcomes were
discounted at an annual rate of 3%. Economic evaluation metrics included the incremental
cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER), net monetary benefit (NMB), and cost-effectiveness
acceptability curves (CEAC). Deterministic and probabilistic sensitivity analyses using

Monte Carlo simulation were performed to assess model uncertainty.
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Results

In the base-case analysis, biennial mammography screening for women aged 40~74
years yielded an additional 0.042 QALY's compared with no screening, with an ICER of
NTD 505,945 per QALY, which is substantially below the commonly used willingness-
to-pay threshold of one times Taiwan’s per capita gross domestic product, indicating that
this strategy is cost-effective. Screening strategies targeting women aged 45~69 years and
50~69 years were extendedly dominated due to inferior cost-effectiveness. Sensitivity
analyses demonstrated that the 40~74-year screening strategy consistently remained non-
dominated across varying screening participation rates and compliance levels.
Improvements in compliance were associated with both increased health benefits and
reduced long-term healthcare costs. Probabilistic sensitivity analysis further showed that,
at a willingness-to-pay threshold of one times per capita GDP, the probability of the
40~74-year strategy being the most cost-effective option approached 100%, indicating
high robustness of the findings.

Conclusions

Considering Taiwan’s breast cancer epidemiology and healthcare system context,
extending biennial mammography screening to women aged 40—74 years represents the
most cost-effective and policy-robust strategy. The findings support the current screening
policy targeting this age group. In addition to continuing the expanded screening program,
future policy efforts should place greater emphasis on improving compliance and case
management to further enhance the overall public health impact and resource allocation

efficiency of breast.

Keywords: Breast cancer screening, Mammography, Decision tree, Markov model,

Cost-effectiveness analysis
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SHEPGHR AL RS L I RE AR beni 4 B RALET & TR
FERLER M RE R E A EOFRTRE > B EAE R HRK
EFF G L AER A S X LG RO LI P ERHERTL > R
LBASREHERIFERE SR G T EFREEARE RG> LRAP G

Yo i e IS

o

HEASER L_IFLI)“F@}?IE-IL joRE Y AR AR E B S B[ EY 0 LHTF R
AR R R FR G R E R RS B AR R R RS FR S (I ek £
o AT RIRS 220 A DU R Jf#“ﬂ’ EAGTG IR BPEIE A A
Bt E A G I BB EE T Sk AR iR % P ELan
?iﬁ!/’a\ﬁa_’rx”lﬁ.f,—{ FQERR: %?f?)%l’ﬁ E ARSI AT A A )\«)r’r-—uL%‘;l 17 A

ST R TR A 0 5 R S en o kAP 1T
= P X K

d R A R LB - 0 DB SH LR R F g

FRE RmE f g e LATTRA 2k E S s i’*ar@ﬁﬁﬂ%mfﬁwﬁ
)& 5 ¥ £ $.7] (Markov model )

o

5 BT 7 B {4 47 (Decision Tree Analysis
DR Pt g (o7 Gt REMEGR IR ERED) ALDRE RS
RS

ERASH G RFFTLF R FREES S (FiehF " 28
ﬁ%%iﬂ)ﬁﬁﬁﬁi(ﬂ%%ﬁﬁﬁég#aié*ﬁ%)wﬁgpfg%fﬁ
SR %:db’uim¢mf%ﬁﬁ§“* O PSR AV S

"I 3%, A EFBREFA T HERPEE G EHE R PR

Wk b oo W% T K L& & B (Years of Life Saved, YLS) 2 4 %

3
=}
ptl
fi
T
R
D
iy

i (Quality-Adjusted Life Years, QALYs ) i® & %< ;}F' o R &

RFULZATRA L FET ML TRRI RS FERGRE NI RE
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i * = & 224 & 47 (Cost-Effectiveness Analysis, CEA )
% ICER & 1>t

2 SR e L2 S
% A3z % (Incremental Cost-Effectiveness Ratio, ICER ) °
A€ T H% 2 fg i PP (Willingness-to-pay Threshold ) > B 3% & # Kvg A AR 5 & =
CHATR BRAFTRIR AR N RHR G FETS > IR R CFRER

=g

=&

rITF
Ak B AT RN .

s m Q)gk;‘gg—r, ¢g¢pi,\;}$;§b@gm+§5’&g—gm AT E 0 bldr FE B

FTAEd 40~69 AL e s HERPERLE 0 2 H- 7% 5 QALYs P R

2, 2 JCER B b M AP WA f R ¥ T 74 & o K

RFRE AR HER R FOHBREF SRR TR R Al

BB RS A EEA SR REL - B FITERTRY AARE - G

OSSR Y R B 2004 EAndn s 45~69 Al B G E - S5 SRR I R
FUREESREFRTREE L AA R

T 4F R T SRR R o Si‘??'ﬂz 7

LR FRE A, BB S T A Y RAA R R S Aotk -

ey

B!

H RN R Rk R RS RS A

N 1'%
AR TR A A R g 4 B A A AT KT 0 B 2 % R
RSB R B ELR R RO SRS TR T TR A A A
RE R G S L R - Rdp 2 SR G 2k YLS # QALY

L‘L

PR F LR T A R RESE N ARE G ALR
69 R4 M B2 iR F R HE TR AP DRI RAAR LK -
AEATE S BPATT 51 % ICER £ 5% 4 35 GDP 1% 5 2| #7ikd5 o

TR > SR ICER &3 6 3 5% L & & GDP (437 5% 100
RAHE AR S T L

W oo

) o F A vuiﬂ-,*"\‘j‘{.n.~f{ﬁ\#‘%€’°4(
HTAET - SRR RFEREOEFE -
wh 3 74 oo fiRt
4t G e E 8

Pk TR Y R AT R E 8T D 40 RS
BEETOBRAFHL NG L AFRGAFE I ERES

TR AR A RERAERE ST

o
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R AGE AT E R GFRE RS HE (- )3 A2 FE A 45 (Costeeffectiveness
Analysis, CEA) »2Z @ ¥ "B - B g% (rppad F 7= ) g g2 b i
TRAESFTNLRE @& A & 45 (Costutility Analysis, CUA ) » #sx g # it %
FRAEL & (QALY) £ FHE s ia- 3 2 RA* W F A 57 > QALY #H
FRELERF G2 &R RICERIH 2 mw%" o (=) 8 % A»cE vt (ICER)

AL S R 2 Bt R AE R E o (Z2) R AE ) LAY (CMA) » BRER
PE AP AT BT o GE R Sk E e 20T

BRGNS LRGSR PR ES R R o 2 i
B Ao~ dEcha Mgy e PRl A #E A T S R E P A HER
Bl s AL G SR R R g R T (Ard i B e S HY) o H o
B B AR E PG TRk PR BT TR R Ty BB AR o b b B R 2 4T~ 336 o
i dp iR Aot S8 5 AR R B R R o SR e R > S0 ol o -
AER R R R R ERE S F R B BRI o

B AL G o WAZTFAIRY A (rip BB me ) EFES A (4r
AAAFAA A A ) FEEHE S A2 F 1 (ICER) > %82 124 5(CEAC)
Aok g #ht (B/CRatio) ¥ AT g i (757 & 247 H{ £ 3 Aocgve v i
BEH - Himgh o (IR oK

€ 4 hESQALY) *TE R A A ¥ A
B 7ehdt L FE (Willingness to Pay, WTP) PP € B 5= A2 F37 i %% > L # &
FEHRBF > > FARBEX L LS A F v sy R Ar o gttt s F A Ak B F
B AR S AP P R E R E RO FR BN R R REARE G AL
AR e g R A RN G AR AT IR G UPERT B F R B A 0 e

i—ﬁ\ |2 L& i ehE A e ek o

FEFRA R % B F 5 ke 1 2 1% £ & (Local Representativeness ) » 7 3
TR FAARTIIVRREE e4F 2~ > N i B ' T 42 £ (National Health Insurance
Research Database, NHIRD ) % ~ RAié 6 51 s ficdp & 17 S8t & » B pd oA Ik
%0 #p ( Preclinical Detectable Phase, PCDP ) &% % f&/ # (Clinical ) z i # #% &

( Transition Probability ) & %% < }]?% TA SRR B A FEFRT e
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kg 2004~2018 & [ 5%~ R F—‘}?ﬁgﬁﬁ M EIRE T 6,592,768 =%
PR E 0 HE 2,881,405 LM Bdpitdy R R T € gt 5 AR e
#cdy kbt (BI-RADS) A~ #Fi8 (T B 75 &tk ® > 8~ (5,957,983 = ) 44
iz % BI-RADST 8¢ 2 (& % &% 23 30 )» i (s 5 g gid] 10,944 5 [ &
¥ B e % (Interval cancer) o 4p¥tH » A3 5 B B ¥ & & & 4+ BI-RADS 4 & BI-
RADS 5 £ 133,581 =t & ¥ > P2 #rrzn 13,252 )5 d T &3 M5 % (Screen-

detected Breast Cancer ) | °

Vb % RiE- 36 0 BLRADS 0 % 345%] 0 ¢ 7 501,204 = &4 o

EX]

B

EHGFR AL T A AR ISR D H Y 241514 S B HALFAE A BIRADST & 2>
S5 3,396 bt i g (Follow-up Cancer) ;5 @ ¥ ¢k 259,690 =& %}iﬁp’:é‘ﬁfa BI-
RADS 4 5% 5 evg & » Plagzn’ 15,370 60 T &3 e & - 2 B BI-RADS
A7 A RIS 0 FUpAk R Rk endic B A4 0 REE T 16 B AJE e Biend B
EACBUE S : ' SA Y E A S THAIRE R F RGBT B AR

SEE S e f BT B AR TR R % G e o R pES F RO B R4
BEBE - EAFTRYBECNLCIEBEPEFIRG RO AE  BEEIERT F &
W Fo AN S EREHIORES - S A ead (LYs) R 82 & & (QALYs)

IDENES N5 -2 I

*

FEORET G e i A S WS RS 0 ML R (I T TV 3 ) s b et
bl B ES P LETE N R RS A R T RV ER
Wae e fosk % o Bav R FOR ok SLapAar f B BN R iR S8 K R e
G E R R - AR A AF R KR rE R TR RL G £ R
REOEFRARE- HFELRGA R FH TG W G (dodt 5 94 T8

BARE ) > 1LR S R SR E (Ao R SR ) P
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¥ & =3 P 2= 3 P 38/ Research Purpose and Research
Problems

- ~ /% B & (Research Purpose)

KA R D ARG B R T e A B B s 0 O 2
e g1 g i S B o S R R S R B (T 23 40
AL D 74K ESF ARG (45~69 Kk 2 50~69 & ) fE KA R
FORCEDIRE L R GERLER G FRAS LB RS LE
& E > A2i (Cost-Effectiveness ) ehéfth ez o Flpt » AFT 5 P !

(-) T FitenGAE 22 R ERSANAD SR TR ELD

TR fle il B A o

(=) BB ERA 178 SR L TR RSB o B RS TR 2
FEFRH AR a2 H L g i

~ 3 I 3% (Research Problems)

Fog R R G g T Y R RS T R L 45~69 F o g+
GHELTEL A0 A ZUMEGRERLD T4 A TR ARE VLR o kP
T 6t DB A2 g R E S FE R R A SURTCE] ROt R B e WE ek 0 |
L+ e &P RIS P R E o A 1T BN IR vk PR Wk
FARAR & TaEGR  THBE It GREEGRNE:  RR T F ]

R % gl o
1“71}% }il“?“)?;p “’E’EH”" 1};}\‘.}1 s ?&@?‘*’:&JYTEH%‘ FFE%E:

(=) Eadiadpr o FRER (45~69 k2 50~69 f) LT i »e"s LA
o F R RE ?

(Z) BFRéfatpr W Fipdcde B2 ¥ B8 (40~T4 f) £ F i
- hEE SR e ERTAEE A EE (QALYs) RN F AL E AT

Bk hokE BRI o
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% = % %/ Chapter 2 Methods

- & =% * iz (Methods)

AT BT R I FRRGHR R ASBFR T OED S AsF o LM
Bt s By e p R/ AT (Natural History) % & /i » {3 chi Fidr o hFTE -
A KM £ B 7 2 #73) (Decision Tree combined with Markov Model ) o &4 47 L2k

(Perspective ) + » *# 7 54+ ¢ BLEE (Societal Perspective ) o “ﬁc‘. A 2R R A

ZERFHAI A (BHRPE SRR AL ERAARF LS LB
i (ﬁruaﬂ’£%ﬁ”&"r?£%$ﬁ& Wexr) M 2w TR ERICH
AL e MM T R A B E -

- 31k
AFT % 12 TreeAge PRO 2022 4§ 4 47 k88 (7 /i—ﬁiiﬁ'i‘s‘f”'li*f# RS
A ¢ afic Al iER (Modeling ) = 7% > 1A R (Decision Tree) 2 & 5 7 % fic
3] (Markov Model ) i {7 = &2 & A 47 0 i AR S0 R 7 2 80 508 T i g
RS ~ B 7 A AR TR R hp Bp R (Natural History ) » & 3% & & & &~
FrEpiReESEE AR AR F - L - EV R AP R

BITHRE 3SR 0 T 35 E G 2 iR (40 R R AR T TS5 &) o

=~ WAEE (Model Structure )

BV AHASe 27 BABZEERL 2 F (Normal) > f2k Jg ¥ (Pre-
clinical) ~ e ## (Clinical ) ~ 14 2 7= (Death) > 3 % 4 A €42 » TRk 7§ &2
Tk B ¥t - HRGHT %285 &£ @4 5 PCDP(-)~PCDP(+)~Clinical N(-)~
Clinical N (+) ki o

= ~ @ Kk (Comparators)
Yot 3 A RACAN AR () 2-1 2 2-2) #9n o - A F R g e Kk A
e AR AL RSN BV AHAIRE R E 35 F 2 iR
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8- ¢ ¥ 2 1 (Regular Screen 1) (& & & #2 45~69 #& ) : HiR 4 4t
45~69 etm~ FHiEE F E- IS BPGFRZ TR -

8- ¥ R &G 2 2 (Regular Screen 2) (& & & #2 50~69 & ) @ ki 44
50~69 i B 45 EHIE G HRZ FB

FB = i &tk e (Extended Screen) (& #h # & 40~74 f& ) ¢ &4
40k CGaEFSFHI RhLe) Bt Eadoued 3 744 (Flg el

FHe &t (NoScreen) (¥R ) Bt p Rpfe i -
BB T FEV R S SuEAE -

¥ & MgEmiRdp R (Outcomes)
AR e e IR BT A R d B R BT L R 6

W A& (Total Costs) 2 % QALYs o

2-mammography_4569

@ Clone 1: 2-y Mammo Screening

eligibility = (_stage>=5)*(_stage<30)
- Markov Information
Termination condition: _stage > 34

2-mammography_5069

@ Clone 1: 2-y Mammo Screening

ehgibility = (_stage>=10)*(_stage<30)
- Markov Information

BC Screeni ng Termination condition: _stage > 34

attend = 0.6 - 3
b=1. 2-mammography 4074 |
b_confirm = b_confirm_dist e SSS a
b_follow = b_follow_dist +
b _mamo = b_mamo_dist echgibility = 1 e
b_maso = b_maso_dist |- Markoy Information 1

b sono = b_sono_dist Termination condition: _stage > 34

b_term = b_term_dist

b_treat = b_treat_dist
bioprop_pos_normal = 0.4875
biopsycost = ((1_confirm*l)+

[b_confirm*b)+(p_confirm*p)* NO Screenlng
[biopsyindirect*1))*30
biopsydirect :M ) [T

| confimtb_confirmtp_confirm Markov Information
biopsyindirect = biopsyindirect_dist Termination condition: _stage > 34
compliance = 0.8

cost_all_{= cost_all f dist

cost_early =

Indirect_treat dist+direct treat_carly dist
anot saelu Nlw anot andlu N dicr

W 21047 § R %
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BC Screening

attend =06

b=l

b_confirm = b_confirm_dist
b_follow = b_follow_dist

b_mamo = b_mamo_dist
b_maso=b_maso_dist

b_sono =b_sono_dist

b term=b temn dist

b treat=b treat dist
bioprop_pos_normal » 04875
biopsycost ={(1_confirm*l)+

(b confirm*bt(p confirm*p)+
Kbiopsyindirect*i))*30

biopsydirect =
|_confim+b_confim+p_confirm
biopsyindirect = biopsyindirect_dist
compliance = 0.8

cost all f=cost all f dist

cost early =

indirect treat disttdirect treal early dist
cost_early 0= cost_early 0 dist
cost_early_| = cost_early_|_dist
cost_early_2=cost_carly 2 dist
cost_carly 3=cost_carly 3 dist
cost_carly 4= cost_carly 4 dist
cost carly §=cost_carly 3 dist
cost_early = cost early f dist
cost_late
indirect_treal_distHdirect_treal_late_dist
cost_late_0 = cost_late_0_dist
cost_late_1 = cost_Jate_|_dist
cost_late 2= cost late 2 dist
cost_late 3 =cost late 3 dist

cost late 4= cost late 4 dist
cost_late § = cost Jate § dist
cost_late_f» cost_late [ dist
direct_follow =
|_follow-b_followtp_follow
direct_mamo =

| mamoth_mamotp_mamo
direct_maso = |_maso*b_maso*p_maso
direct_sono=_sono+b_sono+p_sono
direct term =

2-mammography 4074 |

eligiblty
- Markov [nformation
Termnation condition: _stage > 34

Normal

(= Viarkov Tormation

Incr Effectiveness: UtilDiscount{ 1 discountrate; stage)

#

PCDP N(-)

- Markov Information

Incr Effectivencss: Discount( ] discountrate;_stage)

)]

PCDP N(+)

-~ Markov Tnformation
Incr Effectiveness: Discount(1;discountrate;_stage)

P

Clinical N(-)

I N e

- Markov Information
[Tunnel max: 35
Incr Effectiveness: Discount(];discountrate; stage)

0

Clinical N(+)

-~ Markov Information
|Tunnel max: 35
Iner Effectiveness: Discount( 1 discountrate; stage)

0
treated PCDP N(-)
- Markov Information
|Tunnel max; 35

Incr Effectivencss: Discount(1;discountrate; stage)

e e

0
treated PCDP N(+)
- Markov Information
|Tunncl max; 35

Incr Effectiveness: Discount(|;discountrate;_slage)

0

BC death

Other Death

22088 § kR % 4
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- ~7 BFFEE ¥ 4 4& (Markov Chain Model ) #:5%
AFE G R T BB ¥ 4 48 (Markov Chain Model ) #5V i (7305 0 5
¥ % #7] (Markovmodel ) 7 A # i#icE ik = 2 > ¥ L dy it 5L % (Breast Cancer)
HEE B AR SRR e0p X3 B B 42 (Natural History ) » #2735 3 % 20 i B )
it (Health States ) » 1 & ;) i £ &4 * & F (Normal) @ & ' % ° & ek ~ T84k
7 8p (PCDP): e 3 24 ¥ Ak R (e & A IV IRTR 5 ~ T4 2 (Clinical
Cancer ): F] I ik @ AR 2 2 b i ¥ B Wl doh 5% & A B ~ © J5 9% (Treated
State ) : Siokiez gl o 2 3P FRISH LIk ~ 7= (Death):
G T5vmip kbl 7~= (BCDeath), ¥ TH @ g %15 = (Other Death) ;> ¥ ¢t & 3£
TAETH LN 2GRAH I RAEERFL T R RRG RES
) % clinical

TRk B 2§ Hp mA > A %] 5 PCDP (-)~PCDP (+) -~ clinical N ( -
N (+)~ 7= (Death)

~ & #4eL (Transition Matrix)

2

4 fi 4% 45°L (Transition Matrix ) 284 » 5 ¥ % 27| v #4548 & a5 P 4y it

2
v
AR B H R (- ) P HY BB Pij AR THGRE IR

JurE B S o AT et L 1 EA L2k fi ik B 7 0 1 Normal ~ 2 Preclinical
(-)~3Preclinical (+)~ 4 Clinical (-) ~ 5 Clinical (+) ~ 6 Breast-cancer death ~ 7 Other
death -

HER T s & P B2 B chp 224 B 42 (natural history) » ¢ 61 % ~ Tk

BRI E T RERA R DI I A REB L R 2

R HT HERF RRAREETHE RRY A 0 A8 5 PCDP(-) ~ PCDP
(-) %

(+) ~clinical N clinical N (+) ~ 5*= (Death)

MARRREIEFGE N EF L FEL B RRE 3 TRk R HP 2
B b BRFEESKRESR AT P ER G SRE (1>
2) chE RESF (M) 30 40~44 fossr? > He Rz # REH 5 5 0.0015903 ; @

S

45~49 % ;éﬁ e 5 vk B o iE 0.0025312° A 50~69 i EF P > 5 0.0024160
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BEm L B ER R AR ERRY ER P LA F o AN ERRE 2 T0~T74 K

> H & RS L 0.0019240 0 #1 50~69 ek i€ (4o 2-1)0 H s & PREF R
BHWIA ST MATLEA2ZFLFT ARHREESBIANE 127024550 v s
~0.17090 ~ 2 = 0.38510 ~ A5 = 0.007995 % A6~ 0.035761 -

B Py1(40)

' P11(40) + P3(40) + Py5(40)
P Py5(40)

> P11(40) + Ppy(40) + Pp5(40)
P Py3(40)

> P11(40) + Ppy(40) + Pi3(40)

22-1: 3 R AR SRR RIS L EE L T Rk

ey A e Mo (12, /%)
40~44 pllb~pl6b 0.0015903
45~49 pllc~pléc 0.0025312
50~69 plla~pl6a 0.002416
70~74 pll~pl6 0.001924

Other Other
Death Death
’ -

- 0
- »
0 0

1 arly 3 Early
Preclinical Clinical 5
Node(- ode(-

Breast Cancer
2 Death
ate 4 La_te_ 5
Preclinical Clinical
ode(+ ode(+
',"‘ 0,*‘
Other Other
Death Death

BI2-3 ¢ S p RopARZ BT X 0T
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ERRE = = 332

AR ERSERRE FRPN HARE 2 TR TRE B R L A SR T
B2 st R RECAIE ~ TRl R R R R EAA AR NS A E A HTHC
A R L Sl ART A G HRHKRL BT FoR S A TR A TR AR
FUEFREELRT AN B FRARE ARER L EREG o hiRR T
Mo >N S FHEHREIE2LRERAEHER T2 Beta % R IE 5 80

FRAFFT SHOREEET TN AL 2 AT AT -

SRR R AR F EEIECU RS SEECES LR R A SR EY Xk
ERFRFA UG FARAFELTFTHERLIFF A TR ELSTF
(Triangular) 45 i 2 B & ~ REEE B~ < & » ¥ %— 11375 % (New Taiwan
Dollar, NTD) % & 7 B = I B3 5 & & At i Rpbo ATRRins
B2 G FEL AR EHIGTR MR R P B B SR IR B M
25T X HCARF A RS SIS e B AAH e IV Sl i~ H RO AR R A

0 SRR AR R b SRR E T 2 R B

ek PRSP R ERE AETE (HTA) RS ERE TR TS 3% L@ &=
Arx g AT R S E o AP 4G SoBikeA % @ (Base-case Values) ~ $-ficd
® (Ranges) % # & 4~ # 4] i (Distributions) 52 % sl BB T § 53 (drdk 2-

2) o ERSFEEA A ATOE & B
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122 WA AEATE PRSP IAGARAEL
BEWUR L gpag ARE | AR -
(Category & (Variable) (Base (DlSFI‘lbllthll & Parameters) (Description)
Parameter) Case) [Min, Mode, Max] or (a.f)
A. ¥ 1 E 2%y (Screening Performance)
s ERRE R Sen_m 0.714 Beta (0=85.0, f=34.0) i TRk Bip i 8
FEEBFER Spe_m 0.988 Beta (¢=987.9, p=12.1) % Y5 Tk Behp iR &
A2 H AR R Sen s 0.896 Beta (0=89.6, p=10.4) iR LSRR
E AR B S-8(1) senl 0.617 Beta (0=633, p=393) EREEEHARRI SR
ELRIAR R $85(2) sen2 0.734 Beta (a=900, p=326) EREFFH
B. ?‘ # ¥ & 328 (Medical Costs, NTD)

5o F-% 0 & cost early 0 174,147  Triangular [41,026; 174,147; 482,265] AL E KT
SR R-% 1 & cost early 1 17,805 Triangular [4,917; 17,805; 123,167] s 9 1 BePR
SR F-% 2 & cost early 2 14,898 Triangular [3,469; 14,898; 81,840]
S miofk-%3F  cost early 3 12,891 Triangular [2,351; 12,891; 75,040]
SHIHioR-% 4 E cost early 4 11,506 Triangular [1,869; 11,506; 65,237]
S Wi R-% 5 E  cost early 5 8,186 Triangular [1,028; 8,186; 53,343]
BT R F-% 0 & cost late 0 429,143 Triangular [54,733; 429,143; 1,114,415] LY FEL B F R T
I ioR-% 1 & cost late 1 52,129 Triangular [8,628; 52,129; 681,222]
B SV R R cost late f 464,964 Triangular [6,723; 464,964; 1,273,289] TR Bk A
- g A treatcost 27,000  Triangular [3,556; 27,000; 47,000] LR REY 9%

C. 44 & £# (Indirect Costs, Time Costs)

FED BALPE T & & b_confirm 87 Triangular [69; 87; 104] i osd/s ik
RGP & A b_follow 513 Triangular [411; 513; 616]
e AR S A b_treat 6,662 Triangular [5,329; 6,662; 7,994]
7 5k AR HS A biopsyindirect 110 Triangular [88; 110; 132]

D. &4 w42 % (Clinical Probabilities)
FEL S ik p_confirm 47.06 Triangular [37.65; 47.06; 56.47] BB X85 4pk Sic
i BT S p_follow 86.62 Triangular [69.29; 86.62; 103.94]
R S p_treat 666.18  Triangular [532.94; 666.18; 799.41]

E. 7t} 21 7 3 %3¥ (Policy & Behavior)
& ik S8 attend 0.6 Range: 0.4 - 0.8 BRI aR R AR

FEL 8 compliance 0.8 Range: 0.7 - 0.9 H @R R A

TR discount rate 0.03 - x5 HTA dpalk T
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I8 3REELH

AT AR E 2 WA SR FSORE A T (RESNLK) FRL L 2R
BEFRR -ARARLPAZTZFRFR s 5EFUEAERTAFL 6
( Quality-Adjusted Life Years, QALYs) 2. {# € » 1T 5 3= FL My éi 16 Wvk 20 A -

PP RFER PR R TRk RIS BHEEE  # 1T)

it e
NEFREMERAOGOEDEELEEE AL .
EEAGTE I ZE 2 w0 A &Y 2 AsF A 47 (Cost-effectiveness Analysis ) 3%

LR FL BRI E 2 TRARFEEARG E £ 0w Ak (Cost-
effectiveness ) ~ = &2z F (Cost-benefit) 2 it % & A ( Willingness-to-pay, WTP )

Fdpiae it o gt ob o g A A * 44 (Cost-utility Analysis, CUA) #-3]
g = A F b (Incremental Cost-effectiveness Ratio, ICER ) % 3 & = & 3 * it

(Incremental Cost-utility Ratio, ICUR ) 1% % %< 3 &5 Ap ik T AU 48 S ATRE R A

Wk AR FAL

172 H &2 & 4 (Cost-effectiveness Acceptability Curve, CEAC ) &

ETREXRPHET I A F o

B Az F'&:}'q_ls‘\'ﬂ‘\fﬁr:‘iﬂIEOE#q-B‘\-i\ :}"“’t’gﬂ?’fﬁ B 2_

FLER ) AR AR MR A A B RLEHE DT RRRE

FAAFTA L2 ¢ 4% ¥ 5o (Local Government ) ~ 2 A5 30 ¢ & i & %

( National Health Insurance Administration, Ministry of Health and Welfare ) % % #
1 i #c(Out-of-pocket) & = f> L 3F L 178 P P iRy i F B 372025 & oo im 2 £

HEMEE L oM R A G R BTG RS S RFAD S YL AL R

~ # 3% (discount Rate )

AFT013.00% (FRARSAZ A ETE P T AL T & o

RN S
R AR R L AR

RGN NS E - SN
ez L T 0 b

- it
F R TR E o F I G Kk ek ot Sk Ite
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15 E G R ARSI S 5P RS A T EE 3%SITIT o B Re A
foera AfEdE S GE 0 T K 4o & Aok vt ih3 2 (Incremental Cost-Effectiveness
Ratio) » #-7 I ety 65 1 & % b Aotk ot oo B 4o & Aok b A B A E

AC &g ZAE &> ¥ F 5F 5 3840 — Brck g & o

¥R - Rk ehd Aok E 4

P

LE R AT, R ESHT R
(Dominated ) » % &% w %' > Bl ¥ 2. (Dominant ) ° % i - ~ = % ApF > ¥ 1§
Wt B iR R 2

4 (Efficacy Frontier) =i % o

? (Extended Dominance ) » *“ # éF & K vE s kA sk forek B

R R 590 WA

ARG R EEFAPMIGAS T Y £ R R R A A Sl

FEREREBFETE L R Ak Bl iaF A BP9 $HE & 35 40 F g F s

Z_ A

fr

)

GRS I TR AR A2 ARPMFETF S (2P Y B RRHAE
BFRVDIE GEFEE ) T - $H 2 RPFRFEL S Aok o

F£ %1+ (Deterministic) FT8 B A 45 ¢ d 3t Arek A5 ¢ o gt B
PR B AP R AE RSO FRRL ST LS ERN AR
R R BRI E PBPed NE LR S R R AT T

‘)%'i-?"l,%f;‘i—%ﬁ}]\ PRSI N AR > FIP G AR ] e

@ 4% 3 |4 (Probabilistic ) (st & & A 45 67 2 BBE AT B & B R h7
FET M T L’-»J-ﬁf'ﬁ"gﬂ?’]fﬁls\'ﬂ\ {%m#%}"ls'ﬁ ﬁi’ﬁl’;—d— %R R j\B TRy
L2 BRER L B — 5 % - %7 g T (First Order Uncertainty ) » B =t B 5 %

BhA et — ¢ 5 % - %3 g E (Second Order Uncertainty )

¥ ek % 53+ R figE (Monte Carlo Simulation ) 672 i ¥ 8 & it »
s s S SRR RS+ PR P S S A
AL EAFALE LR, FIR T ARBHT LR o 7 Sfchd iR
S E AW LF DR T RIS TP T SR E D R Ao R S R
BEgtent 20 #1100 % BB R RURCRE » 1 B i iR 0k BRI IRE IR
AL e R o
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% = % %%/ Chapter 3 Results

Fo8 0BT REGRARAN CTRAFEEFER

BRI RHRE 0 AT R A4 2024 2 2025 # SR G 1R 2 @B
(de# 3-1~ % 3-2) MR F Rk FAEEE S8 B8 24787 » 40~44 &
EHEHEIR TRBEE MR 2 e B ERBEEFEE 10.7% 124% >
e BRI X 34% ~44% c PG FE R TN ERELSELHE G RRASS
(Dense Breast) 2. 4 @ R\ s FPXH L P+ E 0 H 2 R (Specificity )
TR 08960 THRKTF 10% iR L G TR EIL G  ZRLE Oz R
ST e Rt W BEHE > AHCA Y HE R RER RN B R Rl e
FRBERE 2 S AR

)‘I

#3-1:2025 %8 1~6 " S L ek RGREES S BRFEFER SR

PR B & @i Bl Bix #4 HAiz* mEZ BEIER gRpF
‘ Ark A&k F(0) BEE (%) Ak FO) fERE EC) (%)

40~44 #% 1,004,823 149,540 14.9 16,037 10.7 14,693 91.6 505 34 34
45~49 & 981,589 159,462 16.2 15,921 10 14,669 92.1 730 5 4.6
50~54 % 899,999 113,068 12.6 9,277 8.2 8,458 91.2 504 6 4.5
55~59 & 909,232 111,559 12.3 7,276 6.5 6,663 91.6 528 7.9 4.7
60~64 & 911,033 110,007 12.1 6,355 5.8 5,803 91.3 561 9.7 5.1
65~70 & 972221 123,563 12.7 6,906 5.6 6,249 90.5 655 10.5 53

71~75 & 619,388 68,083 11 4,085 6 3,600 88.1 500 13.9 7.3

$3 6,298,285 835,282 13 65,857 8 60,135 91.3 3,983 6.6 4.8

i 12025 1~6 H - JBHEE 9 H (ERMAET HHI © 2025.09.11)
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23212024 & 1~6 " SHLEREIRGFRELS S GRFEEFRER SR

P FH BRI BHER BEF KA AR P BEIER dpF

EEML Uk Ak (%) R (%) A&k X% fRE B0 (%)

40~44 & 30,395 4,111 13.5 508 12.4 473 93.1 18 3.8 4.4

45~49 947957 148,740 157 15,500 104 14,188 91.5 678 4.8 4.6

50~54 & 905,502 119,296 13.2 10,265 8.6 9,325 90.8 557 6 4.7

55~59 % 911,976 118,773 13 8,189 6.9 7,489 91.5 564 7.5 4.7

60~64 % 903,907 120,682 134 7,343 6.1 6,690 91.1 599 9 5

65~70 % 938,808 128,251  13.7 7,470 5.8 6,747 90.3 734 10.9 5.7

kX 4,638,545 639,853 13.8 49,275 7.7 44,912 91.1 3,150 7 4.9

it 12024 1~6 H - BHEE 9 H (ERMA!T HIA © 2024.09.05)

&~ &k F &t ged o 47 (Dominance Analysis )

AT R0k 2 TEH B B A A B ok F (QALYs) it A Ak F T g

IR R en g g L fe it 4 45 (Dominance Analysis) e

- P REGHRREHE S A2k

SRS G R R AP R R A S A B B ek (4ol 3-1
)0 BB TR g R B 1S 3 7% # (Quality-adjusted Life-years, QALYs ) # 7 o
),‘

—h

7
€ 7 1§ 1 (Willingness-to-pay, WTP ) F* #§ > 3 = % # QALY #7 & % 1,019,490 ~

% H Bk (AQALYS)’@e‘vAzxfgﬂ:&#»($ L% NTD) o b 4 4 7 AL

(oA BEmEp 2 A2 L2 - B)e =220 WIP #&™ 2 2 {od > HH§ & &k
% +* (Incremental Cost-effectiveness Ratio, ICER ) M35 P45 AR 5 & 3 = A2 F o
BEMT 0 gt WIP PPHE™ 2 40~T4 b & 5 & - 5 S\ H K Lk 2o =

ATETRLFEPN AR E L G ESE Kk B REDEE RN -

23
doi:10.6342/NTU202600243



Incremental Cost-Effectiveness Plane (Comparator: No screening)

”
40000 - 7
0,7
g
0 ”
o e
= =
Z 30000 - ),{3
I e
S 2
8 el $0-74 (2y)
c ’
g 20000 .
-
e . #5-69 (2y)
c o 60—69 (2y)
10000 - Lo
//
//
//’
//
0 - -’
0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04

Incremental Effectiveness (QALYs)

B 3-10 0 foise g BT RZ F KRG K = 22c% T 5 B

g+ k% xE v (ICER)

PR 2 S dong A% (dok 3-3) g Lpefng 16 & e K
FRE A A H T AL TS5 55622 R E 5 20.25 QALY o 4 2
T2 E 1 55 (40~T4 KBRS 40 g 21,315 chad A T FEHR A G 0.042
QALYs o 2 & fp » #f4 Ruapr» 304 2 & | 5 S |EHH (40 45~69 &k & 50
~69 &) FIEHEM AR B A A FRLAAHALERERE 1A 28 1 X
FE R (40~T4 A Pl A2 A e iod o B A AERERE G R
ThromEa s AVELZZAFARFET 2& 105 (40~74 &) &

$ R Al 3 AT R LT KRG

p

WECTE G E T40~T4 RS G4 $% | 2 ICER 5 505,945/QALY -
P R MO R fEA Ll  (WHO) 232 - B 435 GDP ( 2 #9375 % 100 )
P R TA SRR ERE GRS Lk B BT KR
sz % (Life Years Gained) 7 & 1 # =& 5 & & A3 g2 g g o

“~
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33 R R A F el st RS

) \ sk HESA  %E HERE
5 3 g i %
el etz L (Cost)y  (Imcr.Cost)y  (Effy  (Incr.Effy COR
O N Y 55,621.73 _ 202519 = e

#”,% X pe kg 23 e 7L 5 #R(4074)  76,93635  21,314.62 20.294 0.04213  505,945.02

E L ¢ EES 9 & 55,621.73 — 20.2519 —

ESLE N FHEEA R 5 EB(S069) 6859827  12,976.54  20.2686 0.0167 777,134.75

ESLR N PEMEA e 55 HPA569)  70,664.39 2,066.12 20.2773 0.00866  238,533.10

ESLR N 2R e 5 #R(4074)  76,936.35 21,314.62 20.294 0.04213  505,945.02

5F 1 AR E LB AL e i R A E AR RIS AR (Cost) ~ 25 (Effectiveness ) Hil
R A IR AT
2. JEZABC (undominated ) FEMEFR RHME BB A% © #EEMZAC (extended dominated )
M AR AR i 72 AR FERR A A R SRS 4l & 2 4b -
3. ICER (Incremental Cost-Effectiveness Ratio ) AfHEGARAETIE 2 1 & i AN ZSEL -
4. 2 £ 1 RAERHE RIS TS (414074 ~ 4569 ) RFEA[E i ERE s R A BER E 2
BIEEL

In

C AR REZFSEEA LB REREVR

W (& 3-4) 75 > 3 P53 R K¢ s 222k (QALYs) 2 /F
EPAELE T miit, Fukid A Aot (55622NTD) e H G sy 7 % w
FA W vE ¥ B01€(20.2519 QALYs ) & o1 ftfif}‘;ﬁ FHERCEREEE D G drtk G o
P2 T o A SR F A E BN RGP 1 40~T4 KR 2 E
= 3¢ % #%° (2-mammography 4074 ) »z & % % (20.2940 QALYs ) 3# & »x % (0.0421

QALYs) "+ » T B AZ PPN BELELZEEL FES 5 AL Lo

A A F LG G 0 40~T4 & 2 # 1 &5 5 #HF (2-mammography 4074 )
g § & Arci v (ICER=505,945NTD/QALY ) % = B &tk ek @ it > v 4 4
VUAR IR AR X A TV PR R R E c BERA5~69 R 2 E 1 S Sk
2’ (2-mammography 4569 ) 2z_ B »x 7 (20.277266 QALYs) v 3 ** 50~69 # i
;4 » i 2 ICER (593,172NTD/QALY ) 7 % ** 40~74 & #-5% » &7 & A5 4p 4t
P E e 23 50~69 Kk 2 & 1 5P (2-mammography 5069 ) > # ICER 2 &
% (777,135NTD/QALY )> 2 F ML F * 2] 275 Uenig ezt > L=/

[ s SR S N
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FLAPEET A NS BPRY A RAGHRTFSEREIFEEERE 22
FEEXTTAREP G I raE PenZ B o B9 40~74 Kk 2 & | X5 HBY
(2-mammography 4074) ** = & ~ 22z ¢ ICER = Bt ¥ T RE L BF - 5

RFEE P AR & Rk i R B B B G T RE T L AT (A

234 7RSS HBEGFR IR A AE LIS

~ v 7 2 5{ . 2 -7: 5 é: i‘ﬁl
HH Rt (Strategy) = & Cost HEF A B E HMEnxyE HE z

(NTD) Incr. Cost Eff (QALYs5) Incr. Eff #' ICER
& &+ ¥ (No screening) 55,622 — 20.2519 — —
2-mammography 5069 68,598 12,977 20.2686 0.0167 777,135
2-mammography 4569 70,664 15,043 20.277266 0.0254 593,172
2-mammography 4074 76,936 21,315 20.2940 0.0421 505,945

5E 1 ARFRbhim TG BB RIS 2 AR (Cost) ~ fEEER S (Eff) BB SRR
(ICER) -

. RS DL QALYs (Quality-Adjusted Life Years ) f ]E s AL E® (NTD) 55 -

. WERA (Incr. Cost) B ERAE (Incr. Bff) {RDL " MGG | SIS fRybhinc i -

. ICER (Incremental Cost-Effectiveness Ratio ) %Tti'jjﬂ 1 QALY FREEAVEESMA -

. 2-mammography_4074 EL75 i = AV EEE X zs B (1Y ICER fH > HpAR Zs FARBHET HAll
g -

6. 2-mammography 4569 HEHHER SIS (20.277266 QALYs ) » {HEH ICER {H =" 4074

FZBf o HREAR e fAH 55 -
7. 2-mammography 5069 1 ICER {Hfxm » BUR A B 75 2 SR o

wn AW N

%= & - 5z B & 15 (Sensitivity Analysis )

- ~FRFEFARIEEE
4t ér e 527 % (Attendance Rate ) i 17 40% % 80%2. 8B » (40 3-5)

B R AE S X AE AT EET L EHR AL SR04 KD T 08 £ 7

I
RS
S0
=
R
F_&
i
<
_‘:ﬂr
e
W

v{é*ﬁimﬁ@%ﬂoﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ’rﬁﬁﬁjﬁﬁﬁ
CES St E R S TN L 3 SO R Y ER Y N U
Bp S B RIS R P R Ap T 2 E | 5 SR 2 BN R
R R EE 0 A R Y A0~TA RAFR L X R E AR LR B
S5 g Mg B2t pe (Undominated) Kvé > BEon ot K &2 B R E ST 08
BoAdFamedi s 0o R A R R o

26
doi:10.6342/NTU202600243



A%

vom PR E A 40~T74 2

' 2

e

iE 4y H 41

F

A

vb
]

% 72_ QALYs

z 7

% 0

55

B

=
A

X
A

22 50

b 22

7

t+ & e (Extended Dominated ) »
e 4ot iF A 50~53 3 NTD/QALY

2,

Bk 8o

E

(2-mammography 4074 ) #v: ¥ 3| &f

d
P

e

= FL 5
?FFE'FP\ ’

1

i

7

R

- %'L K,

40~T4 2 & 1 =%

~

7

<
N

4

ﬂ

[

A~ 2-mammography_4074
undominated

- 2-mammography_4569
9~ 2-mammography_5069

<~ No screening

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis
(attend: 0.4)

82,160.047297
79,621.726456
77,621.726456
75,621.726456
73,621.726456
71,621.726456
69,621.726456
67,621.726456
65,621.726456
63,621.726456
61,621.726456
59,621.726456
57,621.726456
55,621.726456 ‘4

048€0€°0Z
£0620€°02
L06LOE0Z

£0600€°0Z
£06662°0Z
£06862'0C
£06462°02
£06962°02
£06S62°02
L06¥62°0C
L06€62°0C
£06262°02
L06L6Z'0Z

£06062°02
£L06682°02
£06882°0Z
£06482°02
£0698Z°02
L06S8Z°02
L06¥8Z°0C
L06€82°0C
40628202
L061L82°0Z

£0608Z°02
L066£2'0Z
40684202
L06LL2°02

£069£2°02
L06S£2°0T
L06¥42°02

L06ELZ0Z
10624202
L06LLZ°02

£060£2°02
£L06692°0C
£0689Z°0C
L06£92°0C
£06992°02
£06592°0Z
L06vY92°02
L06€9Z°0C
£06292°0T
L06L92°0Z
£06092°02
£06652°0Z
£06852°02
0645202
£06952°02
£06852°02
L06Y52°02
L06€EST0T
40625202
L06LSZ'0T
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Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

(attend: 0.6)

- 0L8E0E0Z
|- co6z0E 02
| zosLog"0z

|- 20600702
|- L06662°02
|- coe862°02
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|- coevez0Z
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55,621.726456

£06152°0Z

Effectiveness

B AT R (60%)

F AR

%

7

6t

®l 3-3

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

(attend: 0.8)

-A- 2-mammography_4074
-@- 2-mammography_4569
- 2-mammography_5069

-4 No screening
—+ undominated

82,160.047297

79,621.726456 |

77,621.726456 ‘

75,621.726456 ;

73,621.726456 |

71,621.726456 |

69,621.726456 |

1500

67,621.726456 |

65,621.726456

63,621.726456 |

|
!
|

59,621.726456 ‘

61,621.726456

57,621.726456

0/BEOE0Z

1 L06Z0E'0Z
- L061L0E°0Z

£0600€°02

- L06662°0C
- L06862°0C
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1 £06962'0Z
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- LO6V6Z'0Z
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£L06162°02
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- L06682°0C
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140608202
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- £060£2'02
1 £06692'02
- £06892'0Z
- £06£92'02
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1 £06592'02
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- L06EYT0T
- L06292'02
- L06192°02
- £06092'02
1 L066ST'0T
- L0685SZ'0Z
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1 L0695Z'0Z
- £06552'02
1 L06YST'0Z
- L0BESZ'0Z
40625202

55,621.726456

£06152°02
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235 2 R FEFT LA AFE AT RS

7

ES A
2% BRRG A ek HERE L
= & (Cost
(Attend) (Strategy) (CosH (Clg:tr) (Effy  (Incr. Eff) ICER NMB (Dominance)
0 & & 55,621.73 0 20.2519 0 0 0 —
L5 e B M A A
(5069) 66,123.83  10,502.1  20.2639  0.011999  875,241.04 1,730.76 FHE 1L fe
s R i
0.4 (4569) 67,49496  1,371.13  20.2702  0.006304  217,508.23 5,055.73 B ML fe
s R 4oL
(4074) 71,720.68 16,098.96 20.2824  0.030503  527,781.71 14,998.54 22 e
L EER B M} A
(5069) 67,359.18 11,737.46  20.2663  0.01444 81,2847.85 2,983.98 FHE 1L fe
s R i
0.5 (4569) 69,076.67  1,717.48  20.2739  0.007537  227,883.06 5,966.42 5 E L pe
5o Lo
(4074) 74,328.89 18,707.16 20.2885 0.036564  511,625.96 18,569.47 A e
5o 4 3 e
(5069) 68,598.27 12,976.54 20.2686 0.016698  777,134.75 4,046.90 B 22 pe
ELRE: -2 N
0.6 (4569) 70,664.39  2,066.12  20.2773  0.008662 238,533.1 6,764.70 FHE A pe
5o R Lo
(4074) 76,936.35 21,314.62 20294 0.042128  505,945.02  21,634.45 A e
5o R 4 3 e
(5069) 69,841.99 14,220.27 20.2707  0.01879 756,809.4 4,935.95 FHE A pe
ELRE: -2 N
0.7 (4569) 7225929 24173 202804 0.009691  249,446.38 7,462.58 FHE A pe
s R 3 R
(4074) 79,545.97 2392424 20.2992  0.047246 506,372.1 24,242.58 2R pe
ELRE: -2 4o
(5069) 71,091.1  15,469.37 20.2726  0.02073 746,218.71 5,664.66 FHE A pe
s R ¥
0.8 (4569) 73,862.26  2,771.17  20.2833  0.010633  260,611.76 8,069.07 PR ML
5 &R Lo
(4074) 82,160.05 26,538.32 20.3039 0.051963  510,717.28  26,437.44 B

\

if 1 28 (Attend ) RKEAFEFIEEH RS IREE (0.4~0.8) - FLUSEEEHIEHEER S B RA

puEmin-Z 18

2. A (Cost) BUEERA (Incr. Cost) LUFrE# (NTD) 515 5 R (Eff) Bl &5 (Incr.
Eff) DL QALYs (Quality-adjusted Life Years ) =R ©

3. ICER (Incremental Cost-Effectiveness Ratio ) FuSRHEAHET A RAETNE > M B i AR ZSEE -

4. NMB (Net Monetary Benefit ) {K&zE YT EBFAFIE (WTP) 55 - FIAELE SRR =~ 4848

5. C/E (Cost per Effectiveness ) Fonis BN R FTEE 2 A »

6. #EEMEZAC (Extended dominated ) : AFRFTISHEAR TR TFTAEEIH » (EFEEHAM SIS A
FHERA R R IAG RIS 4HE -

7. FESZBC (Undominated ) Sl Fy B A 2e (EEA T » BURH ATRE RyBUORRIT Z B AEEEEE -

8. BB EHMEES : 2 F | KAFWE (4074) FrERIESZ USRS - BURHAEAR[E
Eite 2 Bl S AR E 2 AR = = -

N
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W OL v ET T L

APy g DAY S (Compliance) | B8 58.% % B 4% 8 > (4-R) 3-5

ey

3-7 #7151 e A 178 EF L > &7 FEAF (Compliance 0.7 ~ 0.8 +0.9) F#5

T AP SRR R A IR - Rehd A F A o

FA TEER ) R RLRY PR R ROF R A (AT SR 55622)
e e pEH R 2 E 7 i (5 20.25 QALYs) 0 B fH Ak s b gL 2R MR
e A ES B LETF AR T > BB FR A LT XL F D
QALYs: ¥ pt 1 fite 3t & i & B (R a0 Jond o R d » 3 P icdlk 28 7

RV ER ST EREEEES TN LA O LS

B2 EAED R 0 2 1A SRR A0~ T4 RACE G AR S A
(Undominated ) * # # £ #c% (Incr. Eff) % 4 >t 0.038 2 0.046 QALYs > &7 H &
B GERE S 5 B L R A o AREOY 45~69 K2 50~69 AT 0 40~T4 A §
VAR T B RS A A iRl FR > FIRIE T PR
AT A e BB AS~69 i 50~69 B v Bl g RS T R BB R LA e
(Extended Dominated )+ % 7+ H & A g B & 7t kenfE B g F § 'L FHEH LRk

vﬁ%#%%?%ﬁ%ﬁ$%%’jﬂﬁgé#%iﬁ?%ﬁﬁ&M°

FRA RS TAS R TR REAS R A AR § RS R g i
BrcF B hiF o R AR 2 Fend et m T 40~T4 K 2 & | 55
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%361 3 FAD RS T2 3 A E AR

LT C I 'S S
(Compli (Strat

i ':’n]":l-
HE++ %% Pk Aot
(Cost)y (Incr.Cost)  (Effy  (Imer.Efp CER  NMB  (Domin

ance) egy) ance)
e 55,621.73 0 20.2519 0 0 0 —
L ;‘*&‘E B M # #e
(5069) 68,875.38 13,253.66 20.2669 0.01502  882,348.93 2,059.08 #HEEL[p
5 &R M # Fe
(4569) 71,040.07  2,164.69 20.2748 0.00783  276,546.55 5,817.92 HEELp
s ER 2t 3w
(4074) 77,396.04 21,774.32 20.2899 0.038 573,013.22 16,966.30 =X e
R M # Fe
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5 & X5 B 4 $7(Probabilistic Sensitivity Analysis, PSA )

SIERHECA YOS R Skl PR 0TiE 2 2 8 4 % /x 2% (Joint Uncertainty ) %t
FAESFERLARL G2 FE AFE T HEY IR R A 17 (Probabilistic
Sensitivity Analysis, PSA) - % PSA ¥ » #-3 & 3 %8 (423 A ~22F 2 @ H
WExE) REAmIPEFERTEF2BI AR 2 EEFE F B (Monte
Carlo Simulation ) & 4 & # -

ARG REE S AR R A LRGP BRI A
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CEAC)  * BRI A 4L BT & £15 8 & Asck 2 % o 5515 PSA A 45
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- ~ ¢ W& 24 R (Confidence Ellipse)
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Effectiveness Scatterplot, ICE) 4™ #t5= (8 3-8 X %] 3-10 ~ B 3-11 X %] 3-13 % [
3-14 2 B 3-16)> » 5| T 3 WTP 2 1 2(WTP=1,019,490)~2 & (WTP=2,038,980 )

z 3 & (WTP=3,058,470) GDP ¥z 45 -
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Incremental Cost

Incremental Cost

ICE Scatterplot, 2-mammography_4074 v. No screening
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Incremental Cost
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ICE Scatterplot, 2-mammography_4569 v. No screening
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ICE Scatterplot, 2-mammography_4074 v. No screening
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CE Acceptability Curve
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¥ = § 313/ Chapter 4 Discussion
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AFTE R Ak & 45 (Cost-effectiveness Analysis, CEA ) ~ % § 22 & (Net
Monetary Benefit, NMB ) % = & »c% ¥ %% & & 2 ( Cost-effectiveness Acceptability
Curve, CEAC) 3= 7 I 7+ S 38 [ fithdcds /%0 B o | §k 2 oy » £ 1Y
3G TR o AR S Ak AR 2 40~T4 KL E S E - %
5% R B R A BOT D B Bt 25 B B0 E (QALYS) Apdes T
Wil E 45~69 M 50~69 iz ik K o BA BB RE R o A P

& a4 e (Extended Dominance ) 2. 7

FAERAHE (WTP) K 2 5% QALY #7574 1,019490 ~ (95 5415
GDP - ) % > 40~74 &k & # {vs 23t WTP PHESRT & > H i § & Aok it (303
A BT a2 g R T B 2 AnE S e 3 0 45~69 k2 50~69 K & e ik
ER] A PR E S 5 02 WTP KRBT R & Aoc FRE o

EE R E A EE P E R - R AREWIP-KET - 2 G i LG
#B 2 NMB; #a » %% WTP # % > 40~74 &k &tk Kok 2 NMB @ + 2 >
WTP i X570 50 8~ T2 5 NMB &8 2 Lk » ¥ - & X 35 GDP
WTP /T 45 4 s 2 f 4 o

WS R AT SR8 - L HF ik %% o CEAC 7 & WTP R ps > 3
B R EF B Ak TRLAR EE WIPHRF 40~74 & it Kos & 5
LAk F S kg A F g WTP KT 42T 100% - 4P T 0 45
~69 k2 50~69 pk ik Kk 3t 5 B WTP AR BT 2 7 35X B 594p $H 1K o

AFTERIRES T AR R Bp L o W SRR E s KK
T zog 4 F (AE_40 k2. 0.00159 *+ = 3 45 thz. 0.00253) @B F > &
FERIHERE 2 ECF (M=02455) B2 F (M=0.0358) 5 =i LHcH
THHAKZ P 2T RET 5F %5+ BHEE (Monte Carlo Simulation )

H

2 W FARE R A~F (PSA) -
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H & + A»cF 4707 Bl (ICE Scatterplots ) A7t » afg i & (WTP) K 25
Ao GDP 2 e FPHET » A R 2L B R F -145~69 k| &7 T50~69 % |
e vE o B AT B Y g R i gk (Tteration) 2o - BEE Y WTP B B4 =
Bl BET ARMIEE I T oA B LR 3 E XA F 2 %o = 240
~TARk PR R ]l B GDP PHET 2IRE G B 4§ iigEkart
RERT RZ#XE -

¥ WTIP i 2 1 2 2 & 3 2 GDP (5200 § & 300 &) /¥ » 225974 ik
Ferp gt T2 G R E & Ak 2 2% (HOUREEY B WTP % )
i A AE T g4 R (CEAC) 2 A5ty 0 T40~T74 & | Kk & WTP 4
B0 50 AT LS 0 BE R Ak F 2 ARG E S T BT 100% 0 s E
Bk ERE o

P

v

ST SRR R L AR Ak R § AR A kR

=
’T’ﬂ}s LT E S Sy v SV RS & AT E ’i-:-ea:%ﬁ&.,z:}é]%«d,_ 4()~74})%t4
AF 2 WIP PPHET B2 Sfved » 2 W E@F R EamidE ey » A

P ERF A (Robustness) 2 i3 e

SO BRBHOBEVNLEPE BT

W IRA R TR A0~ A EES RTINS RBERGE LSS > o H &
REFFETER - AL E BT BEARERFE2 F R R KM (0.896) fed
%ﬂﬁﬂééé’%ﬂﬁm%ﬁﬁﬁr&?ﬁﬁééﬁ(QMXQJﬁ%?ﬁoi
IR T > U R E AR FIGHEEE B ETER L A
e h N AT EE A A o
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¥ = & ~ gt X2 3&k (Policy Implications )

A mE s RO LM RER

- ~ERARL BERE
RATRE AR F SR FRICR > k5 A5 2 ICER Bcdp o itk Acds & &
ZROLERT D A0~TA K R R E WHO 2 & A 4RI > m i ok E)
To o AL R T R E T 2 PR

S S TEE AL BROE R RRES TR RS

AR B TR R RS B AR b e SR E M AE LR o SO B
PURCRE 17 5T B s e R i TR % T IR LB R R R 1 2
(EE R T TR FET SINEREEE SN - E L ) SSEE ST SRR Y
BT 5o i Y MTRU AL BEAAFIRIEELR - SER T
PGS 0 F WT AR A o R R E o A A UE R TR T R

L 12gEs

T“+

BA N RS Rk 2 R

%z & ~ %% (Conclusion)

FELEREE Si?é}l% T AR A P TR ERE M F gtk

FRADEEFAER T L g LD hokF o

&

T

P T RE- R E40~44 ROREE G R Z S AE 0 U E T v RAs

e EESE B E R RE AN R 20 B R ATREE RF L 1 f B
%%ﬁ%?%ﬁ%%&%ﬁﬁmﬁ REGRELEES > U RE I FAET

\

Tk T T Y A WG BN ﬁ»xiﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁfrﬂ’# fom A RIBI SR
At LRy Rro e n fRE o & Fd S GARE M o

ARG R R o MR R G E SRS T 40~T4 K 0 5 erd iEE Rk Y A
B A 2% koo AR T > WA 45~69 A R 50~69 K EH LTI 0 B

FoErte oRvE A R EEERE o g B (Willingness-to-pay, WTP)
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AT, d ¥ EEH2 B ErcF (Total Quality-adjusted Life Years, Total QALY )
P m E R 2 40~T4 B R0 o - BRI FRR IR REMS T

W3 40Kk Fo VFED T4 R DKL RS B o

AP EE T AL AW RAE S8 Ar VST BT AR BT
KRERZLGFLR AR LT » PR G hELEH D 40~T4 K > 2 7 4 2%

P A R EARAL 0 TR A R Ak BB 0 2B EARL M2 A K o
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